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SYNOPSIS OF SURVEY REPORT

1. This survey results from the interest of a House Appropriation

Sub-Committee in the acute need for adequate school facilities

for reservation Indian children enrolled in public school

districts.

2. The record shows a severe backlog of urgently needed construc-

tion aid requests under P.L.81-815, exists.

3. Based on the cooperative and enthusiastic support given NITRO

by public school, state and BIA personnel, it is believed that

the study covers all eligible districts in need of construction

aid. One hundred sixty-two (162) districts in 21 std .es re-

sponded to the survey questionnaires.

4. Enrollment of Indian children in the 162 districts increased

by 16,811 students within the last 5 years. The cxhool super-

intendents estimate that there will be an additional 19,428

Irdian students to educate in these same districts within the

next 5 years.

5. The immunity of Indian reservation lands from taxation is

truly an important factor in the ability of school districts

to finance needed facilities.

6. Based on the widely accepted ability measure, the amount of

taxable evaluation behind each child, Indian related school

districts are much "poorer" in comparison with similar type

districts in the state where the district is located.

7. Unused bonding capacity is a vital factor in the ability of

most school districts to share in the cost of constructing
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facilities related to the education of reservation bancd

Indian children. The amount of unused bonding capacity that

can be considered realistically as an available local resource

in computing the construction aid needs of otherwise eligible

districts, is probably the most controversial item in the

entire study.

8. The public school districts in the State of Nevada differ in

many ways from the districts in other states and should be

considered on an attendance unit basis in comparison with other

districts in other states.

9. The justifications for needed facilities are based on three

(3) principal factors; (1) rapid increases in the enrollment

of Indian children; (2) replacement of temporary, unsafe and

inadequate structures; and (3) housing for new and innovative

programs for Indian students.

Forty (40) of the 119 high school districts specifically

identified housing for new or expanded vocational shops as a

major district need. Sixteen (16) districts reported they

could enroll a total of 1,637 Federal boarding school students

if their construction aid requests were funded.

NITRC personnel visited all major Indian impact districts

(those enrolling 50% or more Indian children). Needs and

justifications were verified.

Typical of the narrative justifications submitted, is

the summary of one quoted the Bark-Harris District, Harris,

Michigan. This minor impact district (approximately 10%
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Indian students) is already bonded to the legal limit allowed

by the State.

"At present we have one small gym for physical educa-
tion classes for the entire school district K-12 (769
students). The gym is occupied every hour of the
school day. We are unable to provide the required
physical and health classes because of the limited
space.

We need additional classrodm space to expand our
curriculum courses on Indian Culture, Handicraft,
Indian Language and other courses of interest to
all students.

We need office space for our counselors. (Indian and
School) office space for our consultants in remedial
reading and special education, space for our community
director, and conference rooms.

By having the additional facilities we would be able
to provide for courses and other activities that
Indians would become interested, also would parti-
cipate in community functions".

10. The rationale for a "liberal" interpretation of what consti-

tutes minimum facilities to meet needs is reflected well in

the Twentieth Annual Report of the Commissioner of Education

pertaining to the Administration of Public Laws 81-874 and

81-815,

11. The survey shows that the urgency for construction aid is now.

12. In answer to the question, "If, P.L.815, as presently operated,

was adequately funded, do you believe your needed funds could

be secured under this Federal aid program?" The responses were:

67 - YES, representing $141,266,215 or 72% of
computed need total.

95 - NO, representing $45,453,340 or 28% of
computed need total.

NO responses resulted from: (1) some districts apparently not

aware of recent "liberalization" of what constitutes "minimum
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school facilities" under P.L.815: (2) some districts are so

low on P.1..815 priority scales that requests are Zutile;

(3) some districts fail to meet percentage requirements, and

(4) some districts are confused with the lack of uniformity

between the U.S. Office of Education and the B/A in counting

Indian children for program purposes.

A majority of public school sup, ntendents favor a BIA

authority to provide construction aid.

13. Summaries of the grand total of needs is shown in the follow-

ing table:

Total cost estimate of the 162
reporting districts for all
needed facilities is:

Total cost using all available
local resources (principally
unused bonding capacity):

Total cost using one-half of
the unused bonding capacity
as a resource:

$ 237,962,723

163,949,044

190,764,745

14. Seventy-five (75%) percent of the cost estimates submitted by

the districts are considered to be valid.

15. Tribally operated schools under BIA contracts were not con-

sidered as a part of the public school survey except for one

Indian high school which expects to become a public high

school within five (5} years.

16. Eighty-six (86) districts in 17 states reported no Federal

construction aid is needed.

17. Our priority measurement was adapted from the method used by

P.0.815 and the distric priorities range from 200 (the highest

index) to 1 (the lowest).
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18. The recortuuendations include a suggested policy guide for the

DIA; namely,

1. That, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, in its contact
relationships with the higher echelons of the Admin-
istration and the Committees of Congress, recommend
that the present program under P.L.815, as amended,
be continued as the most logical way to meet the
acute construction aid needs of Indian and other
Federally impacted public school districts with the
important modification that the allocation of funds
to Section 14 be increased to 50% of all available
funds.

2. That, the Bureau of Indian Affairs seek legislative
authority to construct elementary school facilities
for the public schools with large Native impacts in
the State of Alaska without impairment of the right
of such schools to seek funds under P.L.815, as
amended; and

3. That, the Bureau of Indian Affairs seek broad legis-
lative authority to provide grants to Indian impacted
public schools for the construction of needed facili-
ties in the event that P.L.815 is not funded to a
sufficient level to meet the acute backlog of needs
identified in this study.

It is recommended that the amount of any grant to any indivi-

dual district should be determined only after a sound engineering

survey of needs and costs, and after consideration of the extent

that local potentially available resources can be considered

realistically in determining the local share of a total project.
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BEST OH titAluatE
INTROMICTTON

Federal interest and plrticipation in the many facets of

Indian affairs is apparent in the laws and programs affecting

various agencies of the Federal Government. This survey and

study results from the manifested interest of a House Appropria-

tion Sub-Committee in the public school construction aid needs

related to the education of reservation based Indian children.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs was authori 11 to contract for the

survey. The National Indian Training and Research Center (NITRC,

a private Indian corporation) was awarded the contract on January

2, 1973.

Construction of needed facilities has not kept pace with the

growing school enrollments in federally affected areas. A brief

review of Federal construction aid to public schools reveals the

pattern. Based on the 1970 U.S.O.E. Twentieth Annual Report of

the Administrator of Public Laws 874 and 815, a total of

$1,174,279,642 has been reserved or provided public school dis-

tricts in Federally impacted areas. Of this total $61,741,107

has been reserved or provided under Section 14 which principally

serves districts educating Indian children.

As late as 1970, reports of the U.S.O.E. showed 53 project

applications on file under Section 14 of P.L.815 with an estimated

entitlement of $38,469,719 and only $1,504,865 allocated to meet

this need. Many other districts report that they have not filed

P.L.815 applications because of the apparent futility. The con-

struction aid needs have been compounded since 1970.

Intermittently, the Congress has provided construction aid

funds to public school districts through the BIA construction
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)dudwo: (without formal Congrespionat AUthorlyation). This

reschok.; a climax (money wise) in the F.Y. budgets of 1972 and

1973 .:1wn $4,311,500 was designated for five (5) projLets in the

throc states of Montana, North Dakota and South Dakota.

Referring apparently to this process, an appropriation sub-

committee reports:

"Occasionally, the committee has approved funding for a
few of those schools where the situation appeared to be
critical. Nowever, the probim he:s intensified each
year and hi4s now reachod the point where the committees
can no longer provi:20 funds for construction of these
schools in a hit-and-miss manner without increasing the
appropriation far beyond all totals envisioned by those
responsible for budgeting proposals."

ODJECTIVrS OF THE STUDY

(1) To survey the construction did needs in the school dis
tricts of the 23 states that participate in the Johnson
O'Malley Act program and to analyze and interpret the
data with help of the computer. It is a further ob-
jective to evaluate additional breakdowns of closely
related and concomitant information pertaining to
enrollment growth, Indian impacts, resources ability
factors and a priority basis to follow.

(2) To develop general policy and guidelines to be used by
the Bureau of Indian Affairs in connection with the
funding of public school construction in areas of high
Indian enrollment. The guides are to establish a feas-
ible methodology for meeting backlogs (on a priority
basis) which along with the regularized program will
provide a total federal policy to improve Federal in-
teraction with Indian impacted public school districts.

DESIGN FOR THE SURVEY

A study of the Directory of Public Schools served by JOM

funds reveals another basic category to better identify Indian im-

pacted districts. Some 40 districts have over 33% Indian impact,

many approaching 50%. Many of these are known to be "poor"
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district::. Hence, it was proposed to identify the districts in

the following manner:

Major Impact - with 50% or more Indian enrollment

Heavy Impact - with 33% to 50% impact

Minor Impact - under 33% impact

Unusual Impacts -

3

Unusual district situations were to be identified in a special

category. These are county-wide districts with major Indian im-

pacts in certain attendance centers and districts that educate

out-of-district Indian children. These and any others are to be

analyzed as separate unusual situations.

THE WORKING PLAN

The workin9 plan was to develop carefully devised survey

questionnaires.* lhey were developed for easy completion by local

school superintendents and for coordination with essential informa-

tion required in P.L.815 applications. They were designed also for

equating priority schedules. The data collected was to be compu-

terized for the development of various tallies reflecting Indian

impact (based on enrollment data and growth rates), effort and

ability to finance needed construction needs with full justifica-

tions. The questionnaires were designed to also solicit policy

recommendations of both state and school district personnel. A

separate report was requested from states and district personnel

concerning eligible districts that do not request construction aid

and htx.

*See Appendix for a copy of the questionnaire.
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The plan called for the closest possible cooperation with

State departments of education and BIA area personnel in arranging

initial contacts. All levels of Indian education were to be uti-

lized. Follow-through and follow-ups were to be made to all major

impact districts by NITRC personnel.

In support of the methodology the Government through the U.S.

Office of Education has granted (through 1970) $1,174,279,642

under P.L.815, as amended, through essentially the same method

herein proposed to determine school construction need-4.

SURVEY CONTACTS

Some 458 school districts were contacted in 23 states. These

districts were: identified by the FY 1973 bulletin Directory. of

Public Schools served Johnson - O'Malley, funds. All states with

Indian education personnel in the State Departments of Educalion

were contacted and the survey forms were provided to the districts

through their own State Department of Education. Districts in

states without liaison personnel at the state level were initially

contacted through BIA personnel. Follow-up contacts were made by

letters and telephone and on-site visits major impact districts)

by NITRC personnel.

RESPONDING DISTRICTS

One hundred sixty-two (162) public school districts in 21

states responded to the questionnaires. The districts in Florida

and Mississippi did not respond (probably because of the relatively

few Indian children in their schools). The two JOM participating

districts in Colorado responded, but reported no construction aid

needs. Thus 162 in 20 states responded and reported construction

aid needs.
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Eighty-six (86) districts in 17 :,tares reported no needs.

Some districts operate coterminous but legally separate

elementary and high school districts. Most of these reported as

one district instead of two; hence they are reflected in the

survey data as only one district.

Six (6) school districts (2 in Minnesota and 4 in New Mexico)

responded to the questionaires too late to be included in compu7

ter breakdowns of related data. However, essential information

pertaining to these districts is shown only in the latter part of

the report. This increases the total number of districts (show-

ing need) from 162 to 168.

From conversations with state education personnel it can be

assumed that the districts which failed to report have little or

no construction aid needs related to,the education of reservation

Indian children.

TYPE OF DISTRICTS RESPONDING

Most districts reporting needs (or a total of 114) have kin-

dergarten through high school programs. Forty-three (43) districts

teach only the elementary grades and five (5) districts have only

high school programs. All elementary districts also have kinder-

garten programs with the exception of six (6) districts. One of

these (Whiteriver, Arizona) had to abandon the kindergarten pro-

gram because of the lack of facilities to house the youngsters.

The table that follows (next page), shows grades taught in the

three basic district types: (1) elementary, (2) high school,

and (3) joint elementary and high school.
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Number IVESASE2191Taahli

114 Kindergarten, elementary and high school

43 Kindergarten, elementary

6 Elementary

5 High School

162

INDIAN IMPACT

The following table reflects the number and category of

Indian Impact by states in the 162 reporting districts.

SL.ateLissu._.__na'orllorUnurualN__
Alaska

Arizona

California

Idaho

Iowa

Kansas

Michigan

Minnesota

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Mexico

North Dakota

Oklahoma

Oregon

South Dakota

Utah
Washington

Wisconsin
Wyoming

N-162

8 1 2 0 11

12 0 4 0 16

0 1 5 0 6

0 0 1 0 1

0 0 1 0 1

0 1 1 0 2

0 0 4 0 4

2 0 1 0 3

13 1 5 1 20

2 0 1 0 3

0 0 0 8 8

5 0 0 0 5

2 0 2 0 4

13 11 11 0 35

0 0 2 0 2

3 2 5 1 11

0 1 0 0 1

5 0 14 2 21

0 0 4 0 4

3 0 1 0 4

68 18 64 12 162
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GROWTH IN SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

The enrollment in the public schools (162 districts) educat-

ing reservation based Indian children has increased the past 5

ears total of 23,502 students. Based on the number of child-

ren, Arizona and New Mexico show phenominal increases in Indian

students. The table below reflects both the number and the per-

centage of increase in the total school enrollment along with the

Indian increase in the same districts. The table is ranked from

the highest percentage of total school enrollment to the lowest

by states..

PAST FIVE YEAR GROWTH RATES

TOTAL DISTRICT (5 YEAR % -TOTAL INDIAN (5 YEAR %
STATE GROWTH (N) GROWTH) GROWTH (N) GROWTH)

Arizona 10,562 (56) 4,330 (47)
New Mexico 4,358 (24) 6,807 (86)
Aliska 848 (19) 452 (22)
'-iouth Dakota 1,443 (17) 930 (30)
Utah 396 (17) 637 (101)
California 681 (16) 130 (22)
North Dakota 268 (15) 394 (53)
Minnesota 426 (14) 165 (17)
Wisconsin 436 (14) 114 (46)
Iowa 217 ( 9) 22 (11)
Michigan 220 ( 7) 171 (63)
Nebraska 49 ( 6) 0 ( 0)
Oklahoma 758 ( 6) 1,667 (57)
Washington 2,342 ( 6) 442 (15)
Kansas 32 ( 3) 110 (94)
Montana 295 ( 2) 0 ( 0)
Oregon 171 ( 2) 12 ( 2)
Idaho 0 ( 0) 30 (10)
Nevada 0 ( 0) 398 ( ?6)

Wyoming 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0)

23,502 16,811
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The school superintondf Ms estimate there will be an addi-

tional 19,428 Indian students to educate in these same districts

within the next fkmalLEma.

INDIAN LANDS

The land area of districts reporting vary from a few hundred

acres to several thousand square miles. Indian reservation lands

encompass only a portion of some districts. In others, the dis-

trict is located entirely within the reservation boundaries. In

the table below, districts are grouped in terms of the percent

of Indian tax exempt lands that comprise their districts. The

extent of other Federal lands known to exist in some districts

was not included in the study.

Percent (%) of Indian Land
No. of Districts - within Districts

62 0 - 10%

56 11 - 50%

19 - 51 - 89%

25 - 90 -100%
162 $2

ABILITY FACTORTAXABLE VALUATIONS

Probably the most widely accepted measure of the ability of

school districts to finance education operations is the amount of

taxable valuation behind each child in the district. To be mean-

ingful this has been computed in terms of the percent of state

average taxable valuation behind each child in the particular

state where the district is located. Only 24% of the Indian re-

lated districts exceed the state average per pupil taxable evalua-

tion. This means that 76% of the reporting districts have
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computered per pupil taxable evaluations below their particular

state average for similar type districts. There is a high

between "poor" (as measuredby_pe......-

ations) and their construction aid needs.

The table below shows the number of districts by groups in

relation to the percent of state average per pupil valuation.

Percent (%) of State Average
No. of Districts - Per Pupil Valuation

38 0 - 25%
39 26 - 50%
26 51 - 75%
19 76 -100%
40 Over 100% (that is, exceeds state

162 average)

AVAILABLE LOCAL RESOURCES

All but eight of the 162 districts in need of construction

aid assistance reported some available local resources. Some

districts have cash accrual accounts for capital outlay purposes,

principally buildings and equipment. Most districts have unused

bonding cpacities in sufficient amounts as to be practically con-

sidered as an available local resource. The extent to which the
01.10....

unused bonding capacity should be considered as a local resource

in computinE the construction aid needs of otherwise eligible

districts is probably the most controversial item in the entire

study.

Since unused bonding capacity is a potentially available

local resource we have computed the construction aid needs in

two ways: (1) by considering all the unused bonding capacity as

an available local resource and (2) by considering only one-half



or the unused bonding capacity as an available local resource.

This study shows that minor Indian impact districts would

be particularly adversely affected if the total unused bonded

10

capacity is considered as an available local resource in comput-

ing the amount of Federal participation for otherwise eligible

districts. Those districts that already have bonded indebtedness

that equals one-half or more of their total bonding capacity

allowed by state law, report their inability to pass another

bonding program.

The table on the following page shows the ratio of unused

bonding capacity to the total estimated cost of needed facilities

by categories of districts. The ratio is expressed in the per-

cent that total unused bonding capacity bears to total need cost.

The table presents the number of districts in each percentage

category.
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RATIO OF UNUSED BONDING CAPACITY TO ESTIMATED COST OF CONSTRUCTION NEEDS

STATE
LESS
THAN
5%

6-25%

.------,-------.

26-50% 51-75% 76-100% OVER 100% TOTAL

Alaska 2 4 1 3. 2 1 11
Arizona 9 5 0 2 0 0 16
California 0 0 0 0 1 5 6
Idaho 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Iowa 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Kansas 1 0 1 0 0 0 2
Michigan 1 0 1 0 0 2 4
Minnesota 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Montana 5 6 4 3 0 2 20
Nebraska 1 0 1 0 0 1 3
Nevada 0 0 1 1 1 5 8
New Mexico 2 1 0 1 1 0 5
North Dakota 2 0 1 1 0 0 4
Oklahoma 5 8 3 10 2 7 35
Oregon 1 0 0 0 0 1 2
South D,..tkoLa 0 2 4 2 1 2 11
Utah A 0 A 1 0 0 1
Washington i

4'
3 2 2 12 21

Wisconsin 0 0 0 0 0 4 4
Wyoming 0 2 0 0 1 1 4

TOTAL 33
..N.M.O.....WP.I./..

29 20 25 12 43 162
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NEVADA AN "UNUSUAL" STATE

In comparison with the 22 other states surveyed, Nevada pre-

sents many different factors and situations to equate. Nevada

differs from other states in the following ways:

(1) Nevada has county-wide school districts. This distorts com-

parative percentages with other states especially in counties

with nearly all-Indian schools in the remote areas.

(2) Nevada has a $5.00 constitutional tax limitation for all

purposes. Thus taxing for schools must compete with all

other state and local taxing.

(3) Nevada allows 15% of taxable valuation to be bonded for school

facilities. This results in the inability to compute realis-

tically the unused bonding semacis for purposes of this

study, due to the constitutional limitation.

(4) All county-wide school districts have other types of Federal

trust lands in addition to Indian trust lands. Approximately

83% of the state is tax-exempt due to Federal lands or Fed-

erally imposed trust on Indian lands. The impacts of other

Federal tax-exempt lands affects Indian impacts.

(5) Many of the schools on Indian lands were formerly BIA opera-

ted schools. The Indian patrons of these schools still feel

the BIA has a responsibility in assisting them to meet their

education needs.

(6) The former "Indian" schools in the large county districts

are located in isolated areas, usually great distances from

the other schools in the system.

(7) Like other isolated schools attended by Indian children, there

is the extra need for the facilities where good career train-

ing can be fostered.
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monr TO MANCE EDUCATZON

Iuformation on local taxing efforts for all education opera-

tions was compiled from the past 5 year period. Attempts to show

the relative tax effort of districts in comparison with similar

type districts in tha particular state was not meaningful due to

yearly fluctuations and lack of uniform taxing programs within

some states. It was not possible to establish any pertinent

relationship between taxing for current school operations and

the construction aid needs of the districts.

TYPES OF CONSTRUCTION AID NEEDS

Based on the survey reports the greatest need is for new

buildings including totally new education complexes. Expansion

of existing facilities, remolding of existing school plants and

other types of needs wore tabulated also. The other facilities

include such needs as the development of playground areas, tea-

cherages and equipment. Some projects may include the need for

a new building as well as additions to other buildings and the

remodeling of still other structures. The table on the following

page shows the types of construction aid needs by states.
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TYPES OF CONSTRUCTION lID NEEDS

STATE New Expansion Remodeling Other

Alaska 8 3 3 1

Arizona 11 9 3 0

California 5 3 0

Colorado 0 0 0 0

Florida

Idaho 1 1
Iowa 0 1

Kansas 2 1

Michigan 3 2 0 0

Minnesota 2 1 2

Mississippi

Montana 17 13 7 1

Nebraska 3 1 0 0

Nevada 6 5 3 0

New Mexico 5 4 2 0

North Dakota 2 2 0 0

Oklahoma 27 17 16 0

Oregon 2 2 0 0

South Dakota 10 4 5 2

Utah 1 1 0 0

Washington 15 14 10 2

Wisconsin 3 3 1 0

Wyoming 4 1 0 0

TOTAL 127 88 55 6
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M7=71EPASELEEKRa
The principal justification of needs as reported by public

school personnel, is to provide space for expanding school enroll-

ments. Second to this i3 the need to replace temporary, worn-out,

unsafe and inadequate structures. Superintendents were asked,

along with their narrative justifications, to check all the rea-

sons shown in the six (6) categories that best relfect their needs.

The number responding in this manner are shown as follows:

1. To house expanded enrollment

2. To replace temporary buildings
3. To meet health and safety standards
4. To develop housing for new and

innovative programs

5. Will enable district to enroll Indian
children now in Federal boarding schools

6. Other reasons

97

- -63
87

- 95

16

A 27

District officials were asked how many Federal boarding school

students the district could accommodate if their construction aid

needs were adequately funded. The responses of the sixteen (16)

districts are ir the table below.

STATE

Alaska

Arizona

Montana

North Dakota
Oklahoma

South Dakota

Utah
Washington

School District

Craig City
St. Mary's Public Sch.
Chinle #24
Puerco #8
Tuba City
Hays & Lodge Pole #50
Lodge Grass
Dunseith #1
Oaks Mission
Salina J-16
Weld Dependent #13
Smee Independent #4
Waubay
San Juan County
North Beach #64
Quinualt #87

No. of
Children

20
50

250
240
150
40
40
50
10
56
20
20
60

606
20
5

1,637
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Typical of the narrative jtstificaLiuns is the one quoted

from thu Bark River-Harris District at Harris, Michigan. This

is a minor impact district and one that is already bonded to thz.!

legal limit allowed by the state.

"Approximately 10% (72 out of 769) of o.r students are
Indians. We expect this total to exceed 95 stuaonts in
a few years. All of the Indians aro very poor achievers.
They rank extremely low on the State Assessment Tests
which are given annually to all 4th and 7th graders. Very
few finish high school. The school considers attendance
the major issue. If Indian students are absent 30%-50%
of the time they naturally will be low achievers and will
gradually "drop out."

The Indians claim the problem is a lack of stimulation on
part of the school. If we cannot stimulate the students,
they will not come to school and perform to the best of
their abilities. Probably we are both right.

We believe we are moving in the right direction now. An
Indian counselor has been employed this year. We have
added three Indian women as aides to work primarily with
Indian children, and an Indian man to teach Indian Cul-
ture and Lanvauc to any Indian or White child who wish
to take the classes. Class size average 16-24 students
per class.

The major problem now is a place for them to "set their
feet down." The Indian counselor uses the lunch serving
area for an office. She has to leave while lunch is being
prepared and served.

The Indian aides bounce from room to room each period,
wherever they can find a vacant room.

The Indian Culture instructor does the same. They both
use as many as six different areas during a six period
day.

We have a small physical education area that serves grades
K-12. As many as 60-70 students use the gym and locker
room area. One male teacher is responsible for all of the
activities. He cannot do justice to such large groups.
A female instructor will be employed for the female stu-
dents. Both could have jointly running classes if the
facilities were available.

Indians, who are traditionally known as athletes, are
holding Lack and are not even trying to participate in
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(:C.ucation or athletics. We have only one Indian boy on
our high school basketball te.tm and three .on our foot-
ball Lem.

Witn added facilities more Indian students would become
involved if they received more individual attention.
Our main job, as I see it, is to re-instill pride in the
Indians.

We cover a land area in excess of 190 square miles. We
are near the large Escanaba School system (170 square
miles with over 5,000 students).

There is no other direction for growth to expand but intothe Bark River-Harris School System."

In Summary

"At present we have one small gym for physical education
classes for the entire school district K-12 (769 students).The gym is occupied every hour of the school day. Manyof the 7-12 grade students do not take gym because they
are unable to schedule it. We are unable to provide the
required physical and health classes because of the limi-
ted space. With additional facilities we would provide
classes and other activities for all our school children
and adults.

We need additional classroom space to expand our curricu-lum courses on Indian Culture Handicraft, Indian Languageand other courses of interest to all students.

We need office space for our counselors. (Indian and
School). Office space for our consultants in remedial
reading and special education, space for our community
director, and conference rooms.

By having the additional facilities we would be able toprovide for courses and other activities that Indians
would become interested, also would participate in
community functions.

The present facility is adequate for 600 students. Thedistrict has been growing steadily. We anticipate 900
or more students in the next five years, with approxi-
mately 10% Indians.

Our present debt for building construction is $852,000,
we are bonded to the maximum. Our district valuation is$4,800,000 and we levy a total of 20.2 mills for opera-
tion and debt retirement."
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The :wed for a "liberal" interpretation of school construc-

tion aid requests is ne better reflected than in the twentieth

Annual Iteport of the Commissioner of Education pertaining to the

adiain33tration of Public Laws 81-874 and 81-815. In this report

the Commissioner reviews recent congressional committee action

,A,:pert the changes in regulations affecting the Federal

construction aid program operated under P.L.81-815.

"As a result of changing educational needs, purposes and
technology, and innovations occurring in elementary and
secondary education, it is becoming common practice,
pazticularly in larger school centers, to provide sepa-
rate gymnasiums and separate auditoriums. During fiscal1967, the definition of minimum school facilities in the
eeil(xal regulations was amended to permit th:: constrcc-t;on of such separate facilities with P.L.S1-815 funds
where the size of pupil enrollment and curriculum require-ments justify separate facilities. Further liberalizationhas resulted from the amendments enacted by P.L.S9-750,
1!..quiring applicants to consider excellenoc of

design of any building constructed with tho
1%-:d,,ral funds by auLhorizing ae amount. 11,A. Lo cxcccd

I percent of the project grant for incorporation of works
!,-1- in building plans, and by requArin.: tit .111 f,w/1

con:aructed with the use of Federal funds be made
a,!,-o:;sible to and usable by handicapped persons.

When P.L.90-247 was under consideration, the congressional
committees included in the reports on the bill a statementgiving the legislative history of the "minimum school
facilities" concept, and recommending the establishmentof a more up-to-date concept of minimum school facilitiesthan was included when the law was enacted in 1950 and
amended in 1953. The report expressed the view that whilethe concept has served a useful purpose in the law andshould be retained to prevent unnecessary or unwise ex-penditure or Federal funds, it needs to be modernized tofit the current trends in educational programs, techniques,and purposes; and that, with new devices for instruction
becoming more widely used, minimum school facilities shouldinclude, in addition to regular classrooms, special roomsfor speech therapy, remedial reading, music appreciation,language laboratories, electronic data processing, andother facilities and equipment necessary for and useful it
conducting special programs or activities for educationallydeprived children. The report suggested further that thecriterion to be used in approving features in buildingsor other specialized facilities should be the need of them
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in the school program operated by the applicant school
district; that is within the concept of minimum facili-
ties to use Federal funds, particularly under subsec-
tions 14(a) and 14(b) in appropriate situations for con-
struction of consolidated school facilities when small
districts arc merged, or to replace small isolated, in-
adequate buildings with modern facilities, even though
the district may have enough classroom space to house
all of the children. Also, considerable leeway may be
exercised in determining what constitutes minimum school
facilities in specific stituations in consultation with
the State education agency.

A school district may have sufficient classroom space to
accommodate the children in membership in its schools,
but not have the minimum school facilities needed to con-
duct an adequate school program. In such cases, Federal
funds under the Act may be approved as indicated above
for the construction of the needed minimum facilities,
such as library, administrative space, kitchen and cafe-
teria, or other noncapacity facilities."

It is of special interest to note that 40 of the 119 high

school districts reporting, specifically identified the need for

new or expanded vocational shop buildings as a major district flood.

CONSTRUCTION AID NEEDED NOW

The survey forms provided the option of projecting construc-

tion aid needs for one to five years as against the facilities

that are needed now.

Based on the reports the overwhelming neod for Federal assist-

ance is now. Only fourteen (14) of the 162 districts reported a

portion of their needs projected within five (5) years. The cost

estimate of projected needs is $6,839,652.

IS THE P.L.815 PROGRAM ADEQUATE?

Each superintendent was asked "If P.L.815, as presently

operated, was adequately funded, do you believe your needed funds

could be secured under this federal aid program?"
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The responses were:

67 - Yes - representing $141,266,215 or 72%
of computed need total

95 - No - representing $45,453,340 or 28%
of computed need total

The re are many reasons for the no resy)ns---s. Many superinten

dents are not aware of the "liberalization" of what constitutes

"minimum school facilities" provided under P.L.815 as a result of

the Congressional committee report accompanying P.L.90-247. Other

superintendents advised that while they might expect some funds

under P.L.815, they felt the amount would be insufficient to meet

thc.zr needs.

Probably the main reason for the no responses is the fact

thof- P.L.915 counts only children whose parents ,ctually live or

4°171% cn the reservation trust land. This eliminates many Indian

ohi"rcn who live "near" the reservation trust lands for P.L.815

construction aid purposes. The BIA counts all Indian children

living on or near the reservation trust land for Johnson-O'Malley

Act purposes. Hence the minor impact districts where the "on or

near" problem exists, much favor a BIA authority to provide con-

struction aid.
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THE COST OF NEEDED FACILITIES

The cost of needed repairs and facilities is based on esti-

mates submitted by the reporting districts. The basis of the cost

estimates by category for the number of districts responding are:

Recent construction experience
or architectural estimates 68

P.L.815 cost data 49

Overall square feet 5

.Other 40
.

The category "other" represents the least objective basis

for the estimates. In general, they are guesses or what is re-

ferred to as "horseback estimates." Seventy-five (75%) percent

of all estimates are coasidered to be valid.

SUMMARIES

Total cost estimates of the 162
reporting districts for all needed
facilities is:

$ 237,962,723

Total cost using all available local
resources (principally unused bonding
capacity) is:

-

163,949,044

Total cost using one-half of the unused
bonding capacity as a resource is: 190,764,745

Other survey data by states, districts and impacts are shown

in the Appendix.
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LATE WTORTING DISTRICTS

The survey data of six (6) school districts (2 in Minnesota

and 4 in New Mexico) were received too late to be included in the

computer totals on which the tables in this report are based.

Notwithstanding,basil information concerning the needs in these

districts is shown in a table in the Appendix. Another school

district (fled Lake, Minnesota) upgraded their original construc-

tion aid need estimate by $4,087,936) too late to be included in

the computer total. The addition of these districts increases

the computed need total by $12,933,515.

TRInALLY OPERATM SCII0OLS

Some tribes operate schools under a BIA contract. The needs

in these schools were not considered as a part of this public

school qflrvr,y. However, one such school, the Wyoming Indian Hivh

School, expects to become a public high school within 5 years.

Needs data on this school are shown in the Appendix.

DISTRICTS NOT NEEDING FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION AID

Eighty-six (86) districts in seventeen states (17) reported

no Federal construction aid is needed. Some have received prior

Federal grants but most of the districts cited local bonding

efforts as the primary reason for the adequacy of their school

facilitles. The identification of the districts and the reasons

given for no construction aid needed is shown in the Appendix.
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PRIORITIES

The most difficult part of the study is determining an ob-

jective priority measurement. The difficulty is trying to equate

the needs between the schools when the problems and reasons for

the problems are so different. Some schools need facilities due

to rapid increases in enrollment; and others due to old, wornout,

unsafe and already condemned structures. Still others may have

adequate classroom space but desperately need a cafeteria, library,

vocational shops, home economics laboratories, other auxiliary

space and especially teacherages in the vast isolated areas that

characterize much of Indian country.

The difficulty of equating needs between schools on a pri-

ority basis is multiplied when such variables as the following

are considered:

(1) The ratio of Indian children to non-Indians in the

total school enrollment;

(2) The ability of school districts to finance needed

facilities based on unused bonding capacity or the

taxable valuation behind each child (the latter

varies greatly in comparison with state averages

for similar type districts); and

(3) The unusual situations mostly affecting large

county-wide districts with major Indian impacts

centered in one or more of the schools operated

by the district.

The paramount principle in the development of priorities is

the extent of assumed Federal responsibility to meet or share in

providing for the needs of Indian children.
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It is on a similar principle that the indexes have been

developed and used in administering construction aid assistance

to federally-affected arras under P.L.815 as amended.

The priority index under the P.L.815 program is based on the

sum of the ratio (%) of federally affected childred to the total

school membership and the ratio (%) of the number of unhoused

children to the adequatel./ housed children computed to the end

of the four (4) year increase period. However, the ratio (%) of

the unhoused to housed children cannot exceed the ratio (%) of

the federally-affected children to the total school membership.

The above procedure is applied to each school district except in

those instances,like the situations in Nevada, where the attend-

ance units have been determined to be a more practical base.

For purposes of this study the P.L.815 priority index method

has been adopted by substituting Indian children for federally

affected children in the application of the priority index formula.

Based on the construction aid needs of the public schools

reporting, the priority index for each district, beginning at the

highest, is suggested and shown in the table on the following

pages. The computed need totals (also shown) have not been

adjusted to reflect a more realistic computed need for the unusual

Indian impact districts such as the Nevada situation.



25

DISTRICT

#1

STATE
PRIORITY COMVUTED

NIMU

Santee C-5
Heart Butte #1
Frazer #2 & #2B

Hays & Lodge Pole
St. Mary's
Arapaho #38

Indian Oasis #40
Ganado #19
Kayenta #27
Chinle #24
Pelican
Brockton #55
Tuba City El. #15
Nett Lake #707
Red Lake #38
Incheliem #7
Taholah #77
Lame Deer #6
Mineral County
Lodge Grass #27
Browning #9
Pryor

Whiteriver Elem. #20
Sacaton #18
Babb #8
Alchesay H.S. #2
Monument Valley H.S.
Dulce Indept. #1

Central Consolidated
Window Rock #8
St. John #3
Ryal D3
Shannon County Indp.
Box Elder #36
Ft washakie #21
Stony Point
Hulbert #17
Puerco #18
Dahlonegah #29
Magdalena #12
Bernalillo #1
Moccasin #10
Gallup - McKinley

Nebraska
Montana
Montana

Montana
Alaska
Wyoming
Arizona

Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Alaska

Montana
Arizona
Minnesota
Minnesota
Washington
Washington
Montana
Nevada
Montana
Montana
Montana
Arizona
Arizona
Montana
Arizona
Arizona
New Mexico
New Mexico
'Arizona
North Dakota
Oklahoma
South Dakota
Montana
Wyoming
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Arizona
Oklahoma
New Mexico
New Mexico
Arizona
New Mexico

200
194

164

164

160
155

149

144
143
142
140

140
139
138
138
138
137
135
135
134
133
132

132
130
130
128
128
127

125
120
120
115
114
111
109
109
109
107
106
105
105
104
104

877,251
1,987,171

1,000,208

2,772,729

217,750
80,000

4,809,606

4,174,040
1,715,000

11,205,494
526,205

1,261,588
13,605,548

147,060
986,910
99,952

790,949
462,000

2,262,652
14,687,681

210,48%

3,705,408
1,268,301

150,237
2,523,924

185,000
200,000

506,562
750,000

2,502,932
184,600
105,300
34,552
46,605
13,488

0

605,000
465

471,600
773,000
100,764

33,110,714
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PowhaLt,in 41 a0 Kditsifs 102 $ 386,135
Waubay bouLh DIkola 101 4,419,200
Jefferson County 4509J Oregon 100 231,400
Edgar U.S. 44 Montana 100 828,322
Tenkiller 066 Oklahoma 100 141,000
Craig City Alaska 98 1,971,294
Hardin Montana 98 0
Elko County Nevada 97 0
Wolf 411 Oklahoma 96 38,433
Greasy School #72 Oklahoma 95 24,428
Bell #33 Oklahoma 95 377,385
Smee Independent #4 South 'Dakota 95 267,837
Welipinit #49 Washington 94 188,852
Harlem 412 Montana 93 581,554
Klawock City Alaska 93 65,000
Cape Flattery Washington 93 0
Humboldt County Nevada 90 0
Eight Ai le #6 North Dakota 90 388,000
Kenwood D-30 Oklahoma 90 31,150
Justice D-54 Oklahoma 90 0
Elmo #20 Montana 88 180,385
San Juan Utah 86 1,200,000
Hoonah Alaska 85 60,080
Dunseith #1 North Dakota 84 846,000
Todd County Independ. South Dakota 84 361,772
White River Indp. #29 South Dakota 83 486,463
Mt. Adams #209 Washington 82 1,114,138
Nespelem #14 Washington 8]. 0
Nome Alaska 80 2,233,073
Winnebago Nebraska 80 171,065
Oaks Mission Oklahoma 80 144,000
Churchill County Nevada 80 113,500
Boone D-56 Oklahoma 80 40
Mill Creek Elem. #14 Wyoming 80 313,000
Rocky Mountain D-24 Oklahoma 79 12,746
Poplar #9 Montana 78 300,000
Graham #32 Oklahoma 76 0
Castle #19 Oklahoma 76 12,655
Shady Grove Oklahoma 73 12,200
Pleasant Grove Oklahoma 71 35,000
Oakville Washington 70 182,593
Smithville Oklahoma 70 165,000
Kodiac Island Borough Alaska 66 400,000
Nome-Beltz Regional Alaska 65 3,500,000
Grand View #34 Oklahoma 65 14,000
Kamsax 1-3 Oklahoma 64 237,000
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Maryetta #22 Oklahoma 64 17,654Siilina 1-16 Oklahoma 63 255,79GPage #8 Arizona 63 0New Town #1 North Dakota 61 63,532Mary Walker #207 Washington 61 336,000Wrangell Alaska 59 1,925,000Parker #27 Arizona 58 1,156,436Wickliffe D-35 Oklahoma 57 18,615Spavinaw D-21 Oklahoma 56 0San Pasqual Valley Unif. California 54 0Nenama City Alaska 53 275,418Indiahoma #2 Oklahoma 53 30,000Cottonwood D-4 Oklahoma 52 0St. Ignatius Montana 52 438,204Fillmore D-34 Oklahoma 50 100,000Andes Central Indp.#103 South Dakota 50 0Curlew #50 Washington 48 610,000Anadarko 1-17 Oklahoma 46 122,295Stilwall 1-25 Oklahoma 44 452,000Haines Borough Alaska 44 709,557Marysville #25 Washington 44 0Bark River-Harris Michigan 43 265,000Mayetta-Hoyt #337 Kansas 43 860,000Sisseton Independent South Dakota 40 3,331,720Baraga Township Michigan 39 0Gila Bend Elem & H.S. Arizona 38 258,916West River #18 South Dakota 38 0Brimley 17-140 Michigan 37 224,034Hammon Independent Oklahoma 37

Bayfield Jt. #1 Wisconsin 36 0Carnegie ISD 33 Oklahoma 35 391,518Browler Jt. #1 Wisconsin 34 0Port Angeles Washington 34 0Cusick #59 Washington 34 206,867Waithill #13 Nebraska 30 0Wind River #6 Wyoming 30 0Canton Public Schools Oklahoma 29 290,806Round Valley Unified California 28 0Wolf Point #45 Montana 28 0Grand Coulee Dam#301-J Washington 26 0North Beach #64 Washington 26 0Indian Camp D-23 Oklahoma 25 0Quinault #97 Washington 22 0Hood Canal #404 Washington 20 0Char. In #7 Montana 20 245,000Quillayute Valley $402 Washington 20 0Lakeland Union H.S. Wisconsin 20 0
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Ciuon City
Rona ti

Wi I mo t Independent

Sumit #19
Winner Independ. 0110

Nevada
Montana
South Dakota
South Dakota
South Dakota

20
18
18

17

16

$ 1,855,548
417,023

1,720,000
61,315
21,449

Princeton Jt. Unified California 16 0
Tama Commun i Ly Iowa 14 0
Park Rapids #309 Minnesota 14 0
Toppen i sh Washington 12 0
Bishop Elementary California 12 0Lyon County Nevada 12 6,400,000
L'amse Township Michigan 11 0
Watonga independent Oklahoma 11 124,585
Hot Springs #14J Montana 10 262,000
Valley Center Union California 1C 141,247
Umatilla County #16R Oregon 8 0
Wisconsin Dcll Jr. #1 Wisconsin 8 0
Pocatello #25 Idaho 6 1,496,060
Mountain Empire Unified California 6 0
Nye County Nevada 5 0
Brewster #11 Washington 5 164,000
Sunnysido #12 Arizona 4 1,263,682
Bellingham Washington 3 0
Thurston #3 Washington 2 0
Clark County Nevada 1 0

$ 163,949,044
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RECOMAENDATIONS: DISCUSSION OP ALTEMNATIWS

Using data assemb3ed, various alternatives were evaluated in

the search for procedures or policies that would best set forth

and present for Congressional action, the problem of the construc-

tion neeus surveyed by this study. These alternatives are listed

and discussed under numerical headings for the purpose of identi-

fication only with no significance to be placed upon the order of

presentation. Every method analyzed will be ineffective if Fed-

eral funding is inadequate; however, at any given level of appro-

priation, it is believed the comments pertain.

1. Continue the existing presentation of public school
construction needs to the Department of H.E.W. under
the present P.L.81-815 authorizations and procedures.

This process would provide, in one request, all the public school

construction estimates to meet Federal impacts as defined in the

law. Information gathered indicates the authorization, generally,

would cover the needs involving Indian children recognizing the

Department of H.E.W. is empowered to meet special organizational,

isolation, or financial anomalies by variations from general

policy guidelines when deemed appropriate. Objections to this

procedure are that Indian projects, under Section 14, have been

assigned a lower priority compared with other Federal impacts.

The lack of funding has prevented H.E.W. from making use of their

discretionary authorities to give Indian needs, under Section 14,

special attention.

2. Rely, as in the past, on (a) Congressional interest
to provide additions to the BIA budget, of construc-
tion projects advocated by public school districts,
and on, (b) the insertion, by BIA in its annual bud-
get, as has been undertaken for Alaska, or projects
to be transferred to the public schools upon comple-
tion.
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This process, in light Jt minimum P.L.81-U15 funding and expmdi-

turc liJaitations, has been eftectivo in meeting limited Indian

nenis. Objections to this process are that it fragmnts the

Government's evaluation of construction aid to public schools;

that it is based more on expediency than reasoned priority allo-

cation to needs; that it deviates from accepted Congressional

legislative and appropriative processes and is, therefore, subject

to a parliamentary "point of order". The construction and imme-

diate transfer of DIA facilities to public schools, as in Alaska,

although involving important and pressing Indian education prob-

lems, might be considered of questionable legislative authority.

3. Seek legislation authorizing the inclusion, in the
BIA budget, of funds to construct facilities for
public schools educating Indian children, said pro-
jects to be developed either as financial grants to
the public schools for construction or by the erec-
tion of such facilities by BIA construction proce-
dures With transfer of titles to the public schools
immediately upon building completion..

This process would consolidate all Federal funding for Indian

educational purposes under one budget item and allow for thorough

Congressional evaluation and action. It would permit the exercise

of judgement in selecting the means of construction to best meet

factors such as isolation, size of project, land ownership, and

MA or local construction capabilities. Objections to this pro-

cess are that it splinters Federal treatment of public school im-

pact situations; that it injects public school needs into the BIA

budget; that it requires some duplication of evaluation effort

with that used by H.E.W. for all other public school construction

aid projects under P.L.81-815; that the Indian right to a free

public school education could be compromised by involving BIA in
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both advocating Indian rights to schooling and in providing school

facilities; and that for the last ten (10) years, budget alloca-

tions to Indian school construction have been only 50% of that

needed if known Federal school needs are to be met in the next

ten (10) years.

4. Continue present P.L.81-815 authorizations and proce-
dures using the data contained in this study to secure
Administration or Congressional committee support to
increase the present informal allocation of P.L.81-115funds so that Section 14 projects could receive at
least a 50% share of each annual appropriation.

This process would retain the established, and it is believed,

effective procedures of H.E.W. in determining priorities, meeting

exceptional situations, supervising design and construction of

rublic school projects and would, according to the evaluations of

this report, more nearly comply with the National policy toward

our Indian citizens. It does not require legislative action. It

can be developed by H.E.W. or through Congressional Committees on

Education. This would retain Federal Assistance to public schools

under one appropriation authority; would avoid duplication of

staff supervising the allocation of funds, approval of projects

and construction of buildings; and would utilize a process that

is widely known and understood by public school administrators.

It would centralize all public school requests at one agency for

a more rational evaluation of priorities; would permit executive

decisions on budgetary allowances for public school impacts; and

would permit the channelling of all constituent requests to one

Committee in each branch of the Congress. Objections to this

procedure are that, while Indian program priorities have received
much publicity, they have not been too vigorously supported under
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Section 14 of. P.L.81-815. Other schools and Federal agencies,

benefiting by the other sections of P.L.81-815, relating princi-

pally to non-Indians, will have to be convinced of the National

determination to implement the stated policy for Indians.

One other dimension to P.L.81-815 route for meeting all

public school construction aid needs related to Federal impacts,

is the fact that H.E.W. for P.L.81-815 purposes counts only child-

ren whose parents live or work on Federal properties (as defined

in the law) while the BIA counts Indian children who live "on or

near" reservations for program eligibility purposes. In applica-

tion of the "on or near" principle, the BIA, in most state plans,

counts all Indian children residing in the districts encompassing

reservation tax-free lands for JOM Act program purposes. The

desirability of uniform eligibility requirements seem apparent.

Whether or not the P.L.81-815 regulations could be changed by

administrative action to achieve uniform eligibility requirements

between H.E.W. and the Interior Department is not known.

5. Seek legislative authority for the BIA to construct
school facilities for elementary public schools in
the State of Alaska without impairing the right of
such schools to seek funds under P.L.81-815.

This process would provide for the particular problems associated

with Alaska as a new state; with the developing borough organiza-

tion of their public school districts; with the problems of small

schools in isolated locations; and with the lack of local construc-

tion capability. It would assist the State in its willingness to

assume responsibility for educating Native citizens and, as a

general rule, would involve relatively small installations. Ob-

jections to this procedure are the continued involvement of BIA
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in public school construction; the fragmentation of presenting

public school impact needs to Congress; and the duplication of
staff effort.
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RECOMMENDATIONS - A SUGGESTED POLICY GUIDE

in fullest consideration of all factors compiled in this study

that are inherent in the development of broad national policy, it

is recommended;

1. That, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, in its contact
relationships with the higher echelons of the Admin-
istration and the Committees of Congress, recommend
that the present program under P.L.815, as amended,
be continued as the most logical way to meet the
acute construction aid needs of Indian and other
Federally impacted public school districts with the
important modification that the allocation of funds
to Section 14 be increased to 50% of all available
funds;

DISCUSSION: This can be done by Administrative or Committee

action without a change in the law.

2. That, the Bureau of Indian Affairs seek legislative
authority to construct elementary school facilities
for the public schools with large Native impacts in
the state of Alaska without impairment of the right
of such schools to seek funds under 1.L.815 as
amended.

DISCUSSION: This would regularize a policy the Bureau of

Indian Affairs has been following for years; namely, of construct-

ing needed facilities in native villages and then turning them

over to the public schools for operation.

3. That, the Bureau of Indian Affairs seek broad legis-
lative authority to provide grants to Indian impacted
public schools for the construction of needed facili-
ties in tho event that P.L.815 is not funded to a
sufficient level to meet the acute backlog of needs
identified in this study.

DISCUSSION: This would provide standby authority to the BIA

in recognition of the difficulties there might be in securing in-

creased appropriations for the P.L.815 program. BIA construction
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aid authority could be sought through changes in the Johnzon-

O'Maney Act or by :;eparate legislative authority similar to that

proposed by the Jackson Bill (S.1017) 93rd Congress, on which hcar-

ings are being held at the time of this report. The amount of the

grant to any individual district should be determined only after

a sound engineering survey of needs and costs and after considera-

tion of the extent that local potentially available resources can

be considered realistically in determining the local share of a

total project. The priority procedures suggested in this report

should assist in establishing order of consideration of requests.

It should be recognized that all plans hinge upon increased

appropriations for construction aid purposes.

The National Indian Training and Research Center has the

supporting exhibits on file of the basic survey data submitted by

public school district personnel.
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r.4'6T

IN Carl MARE

C0.5Ti LEY? LOCAL (cot,irtiTtP)

ALNSKA
Crai,; City

Hai,vs Borough

Klawook City
Kodiah Is. Borough
ne .43.1 City

VilEo

*no24-Deltz Regional
Pelican

Ilarys

Wran,ell

TOTAL

A:clebay 11.S..#2
#2'4

G1.-1do #19

Gila evild

0.1 is #40

Klyerita #27

ncca:.in f,10

roA.:,:v.cl; Valley

Ya:;.er #27

P..crco

Sacr.ton #15

Sw-.,y r, ide #12

'L ::,c:. City #15
Wiliteriver Elect #20

WiAosa Rock #3

TOTAL

CALIFO1C,TA

Elementa:y
Mountain Empure Unifie4
Princeton Junction Un.
Round Valley Unified
San Pasqual Valley
Valley Center Union

TOTAL

IDAHO,

Pocatello # 25

TOTAL

Tama

71YrAL

rAGIL11.1:5
I

titEOU1 CE5 NEEP

2,000,000
2,233,770
250,000
90,000

400,000
350,000

2.500,000
3,500,000

650,000
250,000

2,750,000

14.963.770

2,601,152
12,000,000
4,180,427
1,000,000
4,834,100
1,750,030

120,000
600,000

1,500,000
1,302,646
850,000

1,400,000
3,150,000

13,678,170.
3,782,636
750,000

53,499,131

300,000
1,600,000
600,000
409,073
200,000

1,250,000

4,359,073

6,000,000

6,000,000

300,000

300000

14,353 $ 1,985,647
757,107 1,476,663
94,960 3.55,040
12,500 77,500

400,000
37,291 312,709
133,464 2,366,536

0 3,500,000
61,898 588,102
16,125 213,875

412,500 2,337,500

38,614
397,253

3,194
370,542
12,247
17,500
9,618

207,500
900,009
73,105
110,000
65,850
943,159

36,311
38,614

0

828,209
1,000,000
900,000
439,676
246,206
554,377

2,251,970

745,584

13,433,572

2,562,538
11,602,747
4,177,233
629,458

4,821,853
1,732,500

110,382
392,500
600,000

1,229,541
740,000

1,334,150
2,206,841

13,641,859
3,744,022
750,000

50,275,624

0
600,000

0
0
0

695,623

1,295,623

3,748,030

3,748,030

0

0

'14
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PI5TRICF r51111A1CP COY. LEr.:6 LOCAL
01

:.iyoLLa-aoyt #337
Prx;.ltton #510

TOTAL

t7..C7?TN

1.3a..:k River-Harris

1iara:',..1 Township

Brimley g17-140
L'Anee Township

TOTAL

MItnr.SOTA

Nei t. Lake IP707

Park Rapids #309
Red Lake #38

TOTAL

860,000
-750,000 181,933

1,610,000

NEEP

860,000
568,067

1,428,067

265,000
110,000 365,250
399,500 877,330
364,000 912,500

1,138,500

265,000

0
311,767

0

576,767

MOYMA
Babb
Be,: Elder

B7ockton
L;.owning

C: zr10
Ed:,ar

Eluo
Frazer
Hardin
Harlem
Hay". & Lodge Pole
Heart Butte
Hot Springs
La:le Deer

Lodr,a Grass
Poplar
Pryor
Ronan
St. Ignacius
Wolf Point

'TOTAL

rEBRASKA
Santpe ec-5
Walthill
Winnebago

TOTAL

150,000
425,000

1,000,000

5,662,936

1,470
212,500

6,545

OMMIIlmexeMINVII140........awraMMNIleloww=1=011/..40, t

300,000
100,000

1,297,000
14,687,681

300,000
1,000,000
200,000

1,120,000
750,000

1,000,000
2,788,825
2,146,400
262,000
500,000

3,200,000
800,000
300,000

1,000,000
592,240
350,000

148,530
212,500
993,455

1,354,485

74,882 225,118
32,724 67,276
17,706 1,279,294

0 14,687,681
27,500 272,500
85,839 914,161
9,808 190,192
59,896 1,060,104

573,922 176,078
209,223 790,777

8,048 2,780,777
6,415 2,139,985

0 262,000
19,000 481,000

468,674 2,731,326
250,000 550,000
44,758 255,242

291,489 708,511
77,018 515,222

377,219 0

32,694.146

900,000
50,000

300,000

1,250,000

30,087,244

11,375 888,625
160 852 0
64,468 215,532

1,124,157



P15-1-kiCi
,11=111XIMIIMESMININ. As

AST
C$111.1ATCP COST 1155 yt LOCAL' (40mru i L.P)

OP FAG11.111ES NE1DIZZCE0 NEED

NEVADA
Carno,, City $ . 4,000,000 1,072,226 2,927,774
Chnrci:111 County 4,500,000 2,193,250 2,306,750
Clark County 110,000 50,743,020 0
Elko Connty 400,000 3,731,560 0
Humboldt 243,000 1,477,786 0
Lyon County 12,149,183 2,874,592 9,274,591
Mineral County 412,500 750,000 0
Nye Colrmy 225,000 1,438,650 0

TOTAL 22,039,683 14.509.115

ruw

1,133,000 180,000 953,000

..t:xico

,i,:i.v.:,1i:to #1

Ce.:tral Consolidated 2,080,000 786,719 1,293,281
Du3ce Independent #1 800,000 300,000 500,000
Cal1np-McKinley #1 33,643,091 266,189 33,376,902
Itazdalena #12 501,600 15,000 486,600

TOTAL 38,157,691 36,609,783

NORTH DAKOTA
Dui:ceith #1 875,000 14,500 860,500
Ey;lit t f Srhor4 #6 4750,000 181,000 569,000
I:ew To.n #1 114,532 25,500 89,032
St. Johns #3 2,538,500 17,784 2,520,716

TOTAL 4,278,032 4,039,248

..01.0.M1Q-A

Anadarko 1-13 130,000 3,853 126,147
Bell #33 355,000 8,808 346,192
Boone #d-56 40,000 19,980 20,020
Canton 750,000 229,597 520,403
Carnegie ISD -33 800,000 204,241 595,759
Castle #19 22,000 4,673 17,327
Cottonwood D-4 10,000 24,669 0
Da%loaegah #29 16,000 7,768 8,232
Fillnore D-34 111,765 5,883 105,882
Graf lm 1-32 48,000 29,308 18,692
Grand View #34 40,000 13,000 27,000
GreaLy #32 50,000 12,786 37,214
Ha;;:lo:1 Independent #66 125,000 158,475 0
Hultert #17 8,000 8,400 0
Indiaho:z #2 103,000 36,500 66,500
Indian Camp D-23 40,000 99,953 0
Juntice D-54 25,000 17,632 7,368
Kansa.: 1-3 250,000 6,500 243,500
Kenvood D-30 37,000 2,925 34,075
tiarble City D-35 80,000 22,500 57,500
Maryetta #22 50,000 16,173 33,827
0,ks nission 150,000 3,000 1474A00
PleaLant Grove I-5 98,000 31,500 66,500



PISTR161-ili

KST
41.fteMF. may mm.sas . . MIP. . - .... .

01/1.AW- (Cmns innea

Ryal D-3
Rocky M3untain D-24
Salina 1-16
Sim!), Grove #26
Smithville
Spavinat: D-21
StillYoll 1-25
Stony Point
TenkUler #66
Watonga Independent
Wickliffe D-35
Wolf Independent #13

a

TOTAL .

BTIVICEP co5li 1E55 Y2 LOCAL i (copiruret,)
Or FAGIL110:5 Kr'..ottzGE5 NEED

200,000
23,800
258,796
30,000

170,000
18,000

655,000
42,000
250,000
144,000
30,000
93,000

5,255,361

7,700 192,300
5,527 18,273
1,500 257,296
8,900 21,100

25,000 145,000
27,498 0
101,500 553,500
14,256 27,744
54,500 195,500
9,708 134,292
5,693 24,307
27,288 65,712

4,114,162

ORE "0':

Jefferson City #509-S ,231,400
Umatilla County 600,000

TOTAL
I 831,400

SOUTH DAKOTA
Andes Central Ind.#103
Todd County Independen
Shannon City Indp. #1 1.

Sic.zeton Independent#1!
Since Independent #5
Summit Independent #19
Waubay Independent#184
West River #18
White River Indp. #29
Wilmot Independent #2
Winner Independent#110

TOTAL

700,000
1,160,000
725,000

4,500,000
347,000
75,000

5,075,000
300,000

1,500,000
2,400,000

35,000

17,317,000

0 231,400
5,900,000 0

231,400

456,821 243,179
649,114 5,108,860
309,850 415,150
584,140 3,915,860
39,584 307,416
6,843 68,157

327,900 4,747,100
745,893 0
507,269 992,731
340,000 2,060,000
6,776 28,224

17,886,677

UTAH
San Juan 3,000,000

TOTAL 3,000,000

905,000 2,095,000

WASHITGT071

Bellin6ham
Brewster
Cape Flattery #401
Curlew
Cus ic%

Grand Coulee
Horn; Cilia'.

.Inchelium #70

2,875,000
750,000

1,525,000
900,000
500,000
500,000
200,000
350,000

2,095,000

4,537,500 0
293,000 457,000

1,008,984 516,016
145,000 755,000
146,567 353,433
728,500 0
650,000 0
125,524 224,476

..1.1111ImmvMIP



BEST COPT AVAILABLE

---------
gig COTSTliI-Ech Y2 LocAL

or fitCILITIZS gr:v.:4UNCE5.......
14ASHI

Zta,:-yLv.il e
Mary WilIcer
noun:. Adams
I:cf.:11(.1cl) #14
forth Beach
Oaksville #400
Port Ange le&
Quiliayute Val ley
Tahotah #77
Thurston
Torpeuish
Qcina lt
Welipinit #49

TOTAL

800,000
1,450,000
2,052,000

10,000
240,000
840,000

3,500,000
1,000,000

860,000
150,000

1,175,000
900,000
250,000

20,827,000

782,500
557,000
468,931
63,979

2,661,000
323,704

4,664,468
1,221,905

34,526
3,150,000

920,522
497,500

30,574

40

(comrurtp)
NEEP

17,500
893,000

1,581,069
0
0

516,296
0
0

825,474
0

254,478
402,500
219,426

7,015,668

Bay:. ic Id JT. #1
Bowler Jt. # 1
Lake land Union U.S.
Wisconsin Dells Jt. #1

TOTAL

Arapaho #38
Ft. Wazhakie #21
:all Creek Stem # 14
Wird River #6

TOTAL

1./.011.

100,000
700,000
500,000

2,200,000

3,500,000

50,724
418,955

4,542,000
3,875,715

100,000
325,000
355,000
500,000

1,280,000

10,000
139,198
21,000

583,393

49,276
281,045

0
0

330,3214.11

90,000
185,f. )2
334,000

0

609,802

GRAM) TOTAL 237,963,7.23 190,764,745



IISTICCIIMULABLE

STATE

COMPUTED NEEDS OF' :3TATES
BY INPACT

MAJOR HEAVY MINOR UNUSUAL

Alaska $ 8,848,620 $1,925,000 $1,109,557 $ 0Arizona 44,693,085 0 2,679,034 0California 0 0 141,247 0

Idaho 0 0 1,496,060 0Iowa 0 0 0 0Kansas 0 386,135 860,000 0Michigan 0 0 489,034 0Minnesota 5,221,906 0 0 0

Montana 26,047,642 828,322 1,362,227 0Nebraska 1,048,316 0 0 0Nevada 0 0 0 8,369,048New raxico 35,061,876 0 0 0North Dckota 3,348,932 .451,532 0 0Oklahoma 934,337 1,010,636 1,296,886 0Oregon 0 0 231,400 0South Dakota 734,909 3,818,183 1,802,764 4,419,200Utah 0 1,200,000 0 0Washington 2,193,891 0 1,316,867 182,593Wisconsin 0 0 0 0Wyoming 439,605 0 0 0

TOTAL 128,573,319 9,619,808 12,785,076 12,970,841



Wyoming Indian High School
PHONE 307 332-2773 or 332.4248

P. 0. BOX 145 ETHETE, WYOMING 82520

January 18, 1973

National Indian Training and Research Center
Suite 107
2121 South Mill Avenue
Tempe, Arizona 85282

-
d

; 41

JAN221,c)73

Attention: Francis McKinley
Executive Director

Er-losed ,.,re estimates for our building needs, We are not a public

school yet, but we are involved in redistricting Fremont County,

Wyoming, under the State Law.

The State committee have recommended that the Reservation have

a district and we hope to start operating a Public High School

within the next 4 - 5 years.

We are operating a high school funded by the Bureau of Indian

Affairs on year to year basis, until a public high school can

be created.

we have some buildings now, but are not adequated for us to gain

accreditation and are still working for more facilities so we can

offer our Indian Students Facilities needed to fulfull their

educational needs to live in the modern society.

Sincerely,/

"n1 Redman
Project Director

Enclosures

Wyoming Indian HIoh School nhinfc

b0



TABLE ON the WYOMING INDIAN HIM SCHOOL (Ethete, Wy.)

Current enrollment data: 86 (100% Indian)

PROJECTS

4`'4YAO

't
sti' Ot,&CY/

N))*
40'

,---

TYPE Or CON-
STRUCTION:

New Facilities EMI
11111M1111

yes yes

Expansion

IIIMIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIMIIIIIOIIIIIII
JUSTIFICATION: Expansion to house

1111111111unh9used children yes yes
To replace tempor- MNar buildin s yes yes

To meet health and MESE=safet standards
To develop housing
for innovative .ro rams EIIIMIIIMMI
To enroll addition 250
children in Fed. schs.

When needed now now now now now

ESTIMATED COST FOR PROJECT.

COMPUTED NEEDS

(no available resources)

COST ESTIMATES

TOTAL COST ESTIMATE $ 1,075,000

less AVAILABLE RESOURCES 0

TOTAL COMPUTED NEED $ 1,075,000



:IZ

NATI#ENT D4TAArLEINTNC LATE REtplITING DTSTRTCTS.

District
Enrollment

Current (% Indian)
Estimated

Costs
Available
Resources

Computed
Need

Priority
Index

0.........w.000lbm.rown....1.41.,

MINNESOTA

Indepcndonce #I15 935 (36) $1,272,000 $ 53,421 $1,218,579 70
Independence #576 775 ( 5) 2,300,000 1,220,000 1,080,000 10
Red Lake (upgraded original need estimate by: 4,087,936

NEW ME 7;J(70

Espanolit 45 5,927 ( 6) 2,072,000 850,000 1,222,000 12
Grants 73 4,929 (21) 2,100,000 225,000 1,825,000 44
Los Lumas #1 3,450 ( 9) 1,750,000 280,000 1,500,000 20
Ruidnsa 910 ( 7) 2,500,000 500,000 3,000,000 28

. 1 ----
11,994,000 12,933,515

The survey data of the six(6) late reporting districts and the one(1) district
upgrading its original need estimate affect thc. total construction aid needs
as shown in following table:

162 Districts
Plus total needs of seven (7)
late reporting districts

COST --- ESTIMATE

COMPUTED NEED
(less available resources)

COMPUTED NEED
(less 1/2 available resources

$ 237,963,723

163,949,044

190,764,745

$ 254,045,659

276,882,559

296,401,892



DISTRICT:, IN STATES REMRT1NO NO CONSTRUCTION
AID NEEDED 01...111.1141/......

53

STATE NUMBER OF STATE
DISTRICTS REPORTING

Alaska
Arizona 12
California 6
Colorado 2
Idaho 1

Michigan 1

Minnesota 13
Montana 3
Nebraska 1
Nevada 1

New Mexico 3
North Dakota 1

Oklahoma 8
South Dakota 5
Washington 10
Wisconsin 9
Wyoming 2

NEEDS MET BY
LOCAL TAXPAYERS

8 8

12

6
2

1.

1

13
3

1

3
a
8
5

10
9
2

NEEDS MET BY
PRIOR PL 815 GRANTSwige

TOTAL 86 86

2

5

2

2
1
0
0
0
0
1

2

1

5

2

1.

2(



NATIONAL INDIAN TRAINING AND RESEARCH CENTER
Strum 107 2121 SOUTH MILL At/CNUF TEMPC. AnizoNA 85282

PHONE (602) 967.9484
February 28, 1973

Dear Superintendent of Schools:

The U.S. Conyress, through the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
has authorized a survey of the construction needs; of public
schools enrolling Indian children and which are eliejOle for
certain Federal funding. We are pleased to advise you of our
being chosen to make this survey.

Our survey design is developed primarily to present your
needs and your recominendations in a comprehensive report
along with other school superintendents in the 23-state area.
If you have or expect to have (within 5 years), construction
aid needs related to the education of Indian children, please
complete the brief questionnaire schedules in the attached
forms. if no construction aids are anticipated (within 5
years) in your district, we would appreciate very much your
completing the last page of this questionnaire.

Please complete at your earliest convenience and return
to your State Department of Education unless otherwise in-
structed by personnel from that office. Hopefully, we can
receive your report of needs by April 1, 1973.

If the terminology used in these forms is different from
that used in your state, please adapt our form to conform to
your state terminology. We are thinking particularly of ADA
vs. ADM or ANB, assessed valuation vs. taxable valuation in
some states.

Please feel free to call us about any questions you may
have concerning the survey. To better serve your interest,
we solicit your timely assistance and cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

F;71:34.e.e,
Francis McKinley LIAre.
Executive Director

FM/vow

Enclosures

54



BEST COP1 AVAILABLE

CONSTI.iiCT; 11) fMUVIW OF punide scflooLs LNR061,1140 INDIAN C111,01'N

Basic Dota Fc;lorluic:

Ftate:
11111*111.11.111.1.111.11.1.11.1./...11.

Mailing Address:

Telephone Number:

School District:
(Give legal name numb

1101.110111.1.1

, race: tau5ht: (circle) K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Enrollment, current year (1972-73): (Use total district enrollment.
-----Tyar (all students) If unusual Indian impacts exist

Total (Jon Indians) in certain attendance units of
Percent Indian district explain on back of page)

Enrollment, pro2ected for year 1977-78
Total (all students)
Total (JO1 Indians)

Percent Indian

Ibilit to finance needed construction:

(Based on growth pattern or other
known factors. If other factors
explain on back of page)

Land area size of district
Indian-owned non-taxable land in distr.Lct

Percent Indian land in district

(acres or sq. milec)
(acres or sq. mAe:,r

Total Amnlint of assessed valuation in district
Assessed valuation per child in ADA or ADM
State average assessed valuation per child

Percent above or below State average

(For valuation data use prior year published data for similar
type districts. If information not available, leave blank
for State personnel to complete)

55

Bonding Capacity:
Amount allowed by State law
Present bonded indebtedness
Unused bonding capacity

(actual & 1 yr. anticipate(

Does the Stae have a construction aid program? /--7 Yes /--7 No
If yes, what is expected for your district?

Effort to finance education:
Total district levy last year (1971-72) (mills or amount
Total levy current year (1972-73) per $100 valuation)

Name Person Com

NAME: DATE:

TITLE:



CONTIW,::01:.: A10 Nt:I.A1S

Sevcral .";:n:-;tzac..1-ion rloy bn incivad in i; sinqle project. Uzc an
additional page lr each zeparale project.

PROJECT: (BrictLy describe each construction unit needed in Pro-;-ct)

,111,,10.w.
..............,-......-.--AMMIlb...-.14.1114.10.1...1111.111.1.1111Pmer 4III.I.I.WIMIPIROagl.re =1.11.......111.11M1.11.IlIa...0.411WWWWWINO

ace of construction: (Check all that apply)

/77 New facility

/7 Lxpansion of existing facility

/--7 Remodeling

/77 Other (Specify):

1.1(.1.11INIONOVIIIMIN/*

wnerr....wf .,.....
When needed:

=7 Now

EITILalaullement:
Amounts available:

--by cash on hand

Within / --7 years

--bonds (authorized, not sold) $

--unused bonding capacity

--other (list)

Total available

AMOUNT NEEDED



Justification of. Construction Aid Weeds (Svc NOTE below)

=7 To house expanded enrollmenL

/--7 To replace temporary buildings

(7 To meet health and safety standards

C:7 To develop housing for new and innovative programs
L7-7 Will enable District to enroll children now

in Federal boarding schools.

/ 7 Other (specify):111
NOTE: IF YOU ALREADY HAVE A BROCHURE OP. A PLAN THAT PORTRAYS YOURCONSTRUCTIOI. NEEDS, WE WOULD GREATLY APPRECIATE A COPY.

Comments vn Justification:

wOrr~.ftarpwrmemp...#.11WWWW.NIWWWwwmr .,.....T.Io.I

NOTE: To assist us in the development of priority tables, it is necessaryto complete the following:

Total estimated membership of all children(as of end of increase period - 1977-78)

(LESS) Total normal capacity
(of usable or available school facilities)

Total number of UNHOUSED CHILDREN



58

FUI401;10 POr.S IT3I 1,11L I ;.:, 1V:1; IZECO:1:4LNDA',' I 0=

rf PL.8lri, as prese,,tly oper,4tud, was adequately funded, do you

bo1 le,7i. your ni,2,2ded funds could be secured under this Fodrral Aid

program? L.77 Yes L__/ No

Comment:

If PL.815 tiros amended or altered, do you believe your construction aid

need could be then met under PL.815?

Yi23 "" How Amended:

No -- Why not:

in addition to PL.815, some school districts, on occasion, have had

critical needs met by special requests to the Congress for

of construction funds in the regular DIA hudcjct. In othor

i:itancL.!s impact needs have been met by transfer of surplus BIA

facilities to the school district under JOM Act authorities. In your

oplidon, do these latter methods (or a combination with PL.815)

provide a better means of meeting your requirements?

Comment:

Or is there some new approach through new Federal legislation tii.t

you would recommend to meet justifiable Indian impact requirements.

Corament:

.14=,...

(lf more space is noedcd, use back of page)



TO BE CuIVLFYED, ONLY LiY :"XmooLS 130T NEEDING VEDL:zAL CON:;TI.ucT10::
AID

The school construction needs in cur district have been met by:
(Check all that apply)

E:7 Local taxpayers through bonding programs

/7 State construction aid

/ Prior PL.815 grants

/ / The B.I.A. / through transfer of surplus buildiag$

/--7 through construction grants designatec
by the Congress

/--7 OTHER (Specify):

a....
ems



CO%S.1;10% AID "' :VEY OF POQIC SC400IX nROLL1:;C iflDILN CitiLDRLN

Stullx0i2rA firsic Data Schedule (from State Education Records)

School Dir.tricr:
(name & number)

EnrotLment (!all (for past 5 years)

School Total JOM Percent: Growth
Year Sal lL Indians Indian Rate

67-68

68-69

69-70

70-71

71-72

1111.

./.. 41.....11M.PPON.40.140

411111.111MIIIIMINIM*1

11.100,41.111.

aIu

(use State average for similar type districts)

School year: 67-68

68-69

69-70

70-71

71-72

Total State Above or below
Average State average

mellammal

11.011.011.

Comments by State Personnel: (especially comments that would assist us in
assigning priorities)

person uet; t Lona : (name)

(title)

60



DEAR

12:01!, P, MT OP LEvITY Arri taIF 11:01ILI.:1) AND SERIOUS REPMT.
TPEPY. !.:"; RELATIcASN1PS THIS CARTOON AND PORTIOXS OF THE

1:: THE !rnmv.

RESPECTITUY,

NITIX Survvy Personnel

HOW THE SALESMAN HOW THE DIVISION
OF SUPPLY ORDERED

.IT

SOLD IT

I

HOW THE ENGINEER
DESIGNED IT

HOW PUBLIC WORKS HOW MAINTrNANCP
INSTALLED IT MADE IT WORK

WHAT THE INDIANS
REALLY WANTED


